Abstract
INTRODUCTION

51
How best to allocate land around transit stations is a debated topic, with transit officials often 52 opting for park-and-ride lots over active uses such as multifamily housing, office, and retail 53 organized into transit-oriented developments or TODs (1) . The question of how much vehicle 54 trip and parking demand reduction occurs with TODs is largely unexplored in the literature. This 55 study gives hard numbers, albeit for only five TODs in five different regions.
57
The only way to increase the generalizability of this study, and increase the likelihood of a good 58 match to a proposed TOD, is to expand the sample of TODs studied, particularly including larger
59
TODs and TODs on light-rail lines. In this vein, we call for additional research on trip and 60 parking generation at TODs. (4) (5) (6) , especially for commuting trips (3) (4) (7) (8) . These results are specific to 82 multifamily development near transit. To our knowledge, there is only one study of vehicle trip 83 generation at TODs (defined as mixed-use developments -reference 9).
85
Next we review the literature on parking generation at transit-served sites. The ITE Parking 86 the five study regions: Denver and Seattle. We identified all MXDs in close proximity to transit 140 stations in the two regions.
142
The second step was to ask our consulting partners with branch offices in our case study regions The final step was to visit each of the metropolitan areas and, once there, take transit from one 156 candidate station area to the next. In each location, we walked around and through the 157 development to determine whether our criteria were in fact met and went to the property 158 management office to get contact information. We also made a photographic record of each 159 development. In virtually all cases, the relative ranking of sites changed with on-the-ground 160 inspections.
162
Ultimately, we identified one TOD in each region that met our criteria and was feasible to study.
163 Table 1 provides statistics on the density/intensity of development for the five TODs studied in passengers in vehicles entering/exiting the garage driveway to/from the public street).
196
Individuals waiting for the bus or train, or walking between the transit stops park-and-ride 197 garages, were not counted or surveyed.
199
The data was conducted between 7:30 am and 9:00 pm on Tuesday, May 28, 2015 for Redmond 
RESULTS
207
There is a certain logic or predictability to the summary statistics that follow. See individual case 208 study chapters of our final report, for detailed information on how these summary statistics were 209 derived (19) .
211
Mode Shares
213
From 
Vehicle Trip Generation
Vehicle trip generation at the TODs in this study occurs at much lower rates than predicted by
257
ITE guidelines. studied, a fact we will return to momentarily.
270
The smallest reduction is at Englewood. But even here, vehicle trips fall to 69. spaces as part of a rent payment) for residential uses, and paid parking for commercial uses.
284
There are so many comparisons that could be made that we risk simply creating confusion, so we 285 will try to keep it as simple as possible.
287
The bottom line of this section is clear. In almost all cases, the TODs in the sample supply much residential parking spaces and the total number of apartments, not just the occupied apartments.
301
The total number of apartments is easier to determine.
303
In Table 4 , we present supply numbers on a per dwelling unit basis (the common way of 304 representing residential parking). Englewood. These are huge reductions relative to ITE supplies. As noted in the Englewood case 346 study, even relatively auto-oriented Englewood TOD conserves on parking.
348
With these reduced supplies, the TODs in our sample use most of their parking supplies during The second comparison (aggregate peak demand to aggregate actual supply) indicates the degree 374 to which these developments are over-parked relative to their theoretical potential. From Table 6 
